
HARBIN ENGINEERING, P.C. 
CIVIL & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULT ANTS 

December 11, 2019 

Ms. Karen Hays 
Chief, Air Protection Branch 
Environmental Protection Division 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
4244 International Parkway, Suite 120 
Atlanta, Georgia 30354 

Subject: Proposed Gasification Project 
Synergy Solutions Crisp County, LP 
Crisp County, Georgia 
H.E. Project No. 7860-010-010 

Dear Ms. Hays: 

]. Steven Harbin, P.E. 
President 

G. Curtis Reynolds, P.E. 
Vice President 

On behalf of our client and 2018 E3 Award Winner Synergy Solutions Crisp County, LP, Harbin 
Engineering, PC is requesting that the Division review the attached determinations from U.S. EPA 
regarding the Coaltec gasification/oxidation unit (Attachments 1 and 2). You may recall from 
both prior communications and our April 2018 meeting that Synergy Solutions has installed a 
similar unit in Cordele. While the Cordele facility is currently permitted to utilize only .clean 
cellulosic biomass as a fuel source (and has not yet begun doing so), Synergy Solutions' ultimate 
goal is to utilize highly processed municipal solid waste (MSW) in the Coaltec unit. However, 
U.S. EPA has previously provided guidance to EPD (see Attachment 3) that the Coaltec unit, if 
using processed MSW for fuel as proposed for the Cordele site, would be regulated as a solid waste 
combustion unit under Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 129, specifically as a "pyrolysis/combustion 
unit" under the small municipal solid waste incinerator (SMSWD new source performance 
standards at 40 CFR 60 Subpart AAAA. U.S. EPA's guidance rested substantially on the 
conclusion that the thermal oxidizer in the Coaltec unit is close-coupled to the gasifier rather than 
located some distance away. In addition, EPA's guidance required classifying the Coaltec unit as 
a pyrolysis unit and relied on a determination from 40 CFR Subpart Eb (large combustors) which 
is not directly applicable to this situation. We provided more detailed information about the 
proposed operation and expressed some of our concerns regarding the original guidance both in a 
February 26, 2018 letter to U.S. EPA (Attachment 4) and in our April2018 meeting, but there was 
no change in either agency's position at that time. 

In light of that guidance and the results of our April 2018 meeting, Synergy Solutions has 
continued to improve its proprietary design and to collect data to support a Non-Hazardous 
Secondary Materials (NHSM) determination which could allow the facility to operate the Coaltec 
unit using highly processed MSW as a fuel source while avoiding the CAA Section 129 standards. 
During this time, the attached determination that the Coaltec unit is a gasification unit not a 
combustion unit from Region 3 (Attachment 1) was made available to us. With the exception of 
the source of the fuel, the circumstances and equipment reviewed in the Region 3 letter are nearly 
identical to those proposed for Cordele. The exact same Coaltec unit in Cordele will be gasifying 
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highly processed solid waste and the resulting syngas will be combusted in a close-coupled 
oxidizer. However, Region 3 concluded that the Coaltec unit was not subject to the CAA Section 
129 solid waste incinerator rules, despite the resulting syngas being combusted in the close­
coupled oxidizer. We do understand that the Region 3 unit, by nothing other than the nature of 
the source of the solid waste being used as fuel, was being evaluated for applicability to the 
Commercial Industrial Solid Waste Incinerator (CISWI) rules rather than the SMSWI rules. 
However, by any logic, the situations are highly analogous. Since EPA relied on definitions and 
determinations related to pyrolysis units and large solid waste combustors in their review of the 
proposed Cordele gasification unit, we wondered if this R3 situation and determination regarding 
the exact same piece of equipment aren't more directly relevant to the situation and intent of the 
rules. 

Additionally, Synergy Solutions is considering a modification to their design wherein a boiler is 
not included in the process. In this scenario, the produced syngas would simply be combusted in 
the oxidizer, which would function as an air pollution control device. The primary objective of 
the system in this mode would be production of valuable biochar and providing an alternative to 
landfilling the MSW. EPA has determined similar setups (see Attaclunent 2) are not subject to 
CAA Section 129. 

We strongly believe in the process and technology Synergy Solutions is proposing. During our 
April 2018 meeting, both EPD and U.S. EPA conveyed general support for the system's 
anticipated environmental benefits, but expressed a level of frustration that a design technicality 
and past determinations, rather than emissions or environmental impacts, made the unit subject to 
a rule that essentially renders it economically infeasible. It is our hope that these analogous EPA 
determination letters provide an avenue that would allow U.S. EPA to reconsider the prior 
guidance for the Cordele unit, which in our view is based on a somewhat arbitrary logic. As such, 
we request EPD review the attached letters, discuss the issue with U.S. EPA as needed, and provide 
a written response. 

We appreciate the Division's assistance and guidance on this project. We look forward to working 
with the Division on permitting this promising technology so that the citizens of Central and South 
Georgia can enjoy its environmental benefits. If you have any questions regarding this request, 
please contact Jim Christiansen from Carlson Environmental Consultants, PC at 321-704-4162. 

~ 
even Harbin, P .E. Jim Christiansen 

President Carlson Environmental Consultants, P. C. 

AIT ACHMENTS 

cc: Matt Piell, CEO, Synergy Solutions Crisp County, LP 
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ATTACHMENT 1





March 30, 2010 

Patrick D. Traylor 
Hogan and Hartson, LLP 
Columbia Square 
555 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 

Re:   Request for Applicability Determination under 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart AAAA 
New Source Performance Standards (“NSPS”) for New Small Municipal Waste 
Combustion Units 

Dear Mr. Traylor: 

We have received your January 8, 2010 request on behalf of Fulcrum BioEnergy, 
Inc. (“Fulcrum”) for an applicability determination under 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart 
AAAA – New Source Performance Standards for New Small Municipal Waste 
Combustion Units (“Subpart AAAA”).  We understand that your request is regarding 
Fulcrum’s proposed facility in McCarran, Nevada, which intends to convert post-sorted 
municipal solid waste feedstock into a synthetic gas that will be processed to produce 
ethanol and renewable power.  Based on the information that you have provided, we have 
determined that Subpart AAAA would not apply to Fulcrum’s syngas generation units or 
the air pollution control flare.  Additionally, if Fulcrum’s facility meets the requirements 
for a small power production facility or a cogeneration facility, then Subpart AAAA 
would not apply to the combined cycle combustion turbine.  Our determinations are 
explained in further detail below.   

Please note that you have requested EPA to make a determination on whether a 
particular federal regulation applies to a facility that is not yet constructed.  As such, our 
decision in this matter is based solely on the information you provided, both 
electronically and verbally.  If any of the referenced information changes or is no longer 
accurate, our determination of non-applicability may no longer apply and a new review 
would be required.  Based on the information you have provided to date, our 
determinations are as follows:  

ATTACHMENT 2



 
Subpart AAAA does not apply to the syngas gasification process. 
 
 We concur with your explanation that Fulcrum’s syngas gasification process is 
neither combustion nor pyrolysis.  As a result, the syngas generation unit would not be 
considered a “pyrolysis/combustion unit” or “municipal waste combustion unit” as 
defined in Subpart AAAA.   
 
Subpart AAAA would not apply to the combined cycle combustion turbine if the facility 
meets the requirements for the small power production facility exemption or the 
cogeneration facility exemption.   
 
 40 CFR 60.1020(b) and (c) list the requirements that a facility must meet to 
qualify for an exemption from Subpart AAAA as a small power production facility or 
cogeneration facility.  Those requirements include meeting criteria established by the 
Federal Power Act, combusting homogeneous waste, and providing notification and 
documentation to EPA.  We concur with your assessment that the gasified waste would 
be considered homogeneous.  The facility would also need to provide appropriate 
notification and documentation that it meets the criteria established by the Federal Power 
Act to qualify for either of these exemptions.   
 
Subpart AAAA would not apply to the air pollution control flare.   
 
 We concur with your assessment that the flare would be considered air pollution 
control equipment and therefore would be excluded from the definition of “municipal 
waste combustion unit” as defined in Subpart AAAA.  This exclusion would apply as 
long as the flare is operated solely as an air pollution control device.   
 
 If you have further questions regarding this determination, please contact Tünde 
Wang of my staff at (415) 972-3990.   
    
 Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 Douglas K. McDaniel 
 Chief, Enforcement Office 
 Air Division 
 
 
cc:  Randy Phillips, NDEP 
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